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human intervention. . . , Every scientific statement is infallibly
accurate, all its history and narratives of every kind are without
any inaccuracy. The words and phrases have a grammatical and
philosophical accuracy, such as is possessed by no human
composition.'l
These words meant, according to a responsible theologian who,
as principal of a theological college, was training young minds for
the ministry, that there were not—because there could not be—
any blemishes in the text of either the Old Testament or the New.
To question in the least degree the absolute truth and the
complete divine authority of the Bible was considered to be the
vilest moral turpitude, as the following extract from a sermon of
the famous Baptist preacher, the Rev. C. H. Spurgeon, indicated.
* Could ye roll all sins into one mass, could you take murder and
blasphemy and lust, adultery, fornication, and everything that is
vile, and unite them into one vast globe of black corruption, they
would not equal even then the sin of unbelief. That is the monarch
sin, the quintessence of guilt, the mixture of venom of all the crimes,
the dregs of the wine of Gomorrah: it is the A i sin, the master-
piece of Satan, the chief work of the devil.'
The hostility of the clergy and the orthodox laity to the doctrine
of evolution was passionate and almost universal. Mr, Gladstone,
of whom Henry Fawcett said that *he would go as far as he dared
on the road to economic and fiscal reform, but only as far as he was
forced on the road to religious freedom/ a wrote sarcastically that
'upon the ground of what is called evolution, God is relieved of
the labour of creation, and in the name of unchanging law, is
discharged from the government of the world/ Almost in-
stinctively and without either examination or understanding of
Darwin's teaching, the clergy ranged themselves against the new
explanation of the origin and development of man's life upon the
earth, for, as Spencer pointed out in his essay, The Development
Hypothesis^ cthose who cavalierly reject the Theory of Evolution, as
not adequately supported by facts, seem quite to forget that their
own theory is supported by no facts at all. Like the majority of
men who are born to a given belief, they demand the most rigorous
proof of any adverse belief, but assume that their own needs none.'3
Bishop Wilberforce, whose name has probably escaped oblivion
1 Quoted ibid. vol. i, pp. 230-1, from Rev. Dr. Baylee, Manual on Verbal Inspiration.
* Mrs. Fawcett, What I Remember, p. 92.
3 Quoted by J. M. Robertson, History ofFreethought in the Nineteenth Century, p. 317.

